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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 4, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 10 
August 2005 has been entered. 

Examiner notes that Claims 1,21 & 43 have been amended, and no Claims have 
been cancelled or added. Examiner notes that the new set of claims are clearly and 
obviously based on the prior set of claims and as such notes that substantive claim 
language and arguments not explicitly addressed herein are found to be addressed 
within prior Office Action dated 15 June 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . In light of Applicant's amendments to the claim language, Examiner finds that the 
rejection of Claims 43 & 44 under 35 USC § 102 are overcome and hereby withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. In light of Applicant's amendments to the claim language, Examiner finds that the 
rejection of Claims 43 & 44 under 35 USC § 103 are overcome and hereby withdrawn 
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as applied to the combined teachings of US Patent 5,349,687 to Ehlig and US Patent 
6,029,242 to Sidman alone and in combination with US Patent 5,815,678 to Hoffman. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

4. Claims 1-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent Number 5,613,1 14 to Anderson in view of U.S. Patent Number US 
6,519,265 B1 to Liu in further view of US Patent US 6,732,235 B1 to Krivacek. 

5. Regarding Claims 1 , 21 , 43 & 44, Anderson discloses a system for performing a 
concurrent context switching procedure (Col. 1, lines 8-10), comprising: 

a main context configured to support system execution tasks, (Custom 
Context Switching Thread Management), (Figure 1); 

a first concurrent context (first thread - register 1 ) that supports first 

concurrent procedures, (Figure 1; Col. 1, lines 23-43 & Col. 2, lines 
22-37); 

a second concurrent context (second thread - register 2) that supports 
second concurrent procedures (Figure 1 , Col. 1 , lines 23-43 & Col. 
2, lines 22-37). 
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6. Though Anderson clearly suggests a reason to modify the system for performing 
a concurrent context switching procedure with other features, (Anderson - Col. 1 1 , lines 
42-57), Anderson does not expressly teach a main context that is configured to support 
system execution tasks, and a context control module that controls switching 
procedures between main context and other concurrent contexts. 

7. Liu disclosed a system for performing a concurrent context switching procedure 
comprising a main context that is configured to support system execution tasks, (Liu - 
Col. 2, lines 13-32 & Col. 3, lines 30-47), and a context control module that controls 
switching procedures between main context and other concurrrent contexts, (Col. 6, 
lines 30-39 & Col. 9, lines 14-35). Liu additionally teaches isochronous process support 
for handling time sensitive isochronous information (Liu - Col. 4, lines 56-67). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by 
Applicant to modify the system of Anderson with the teachings of Liu, (as noted within 
Liu), to include the main context feature in order to synchronize system execution tasks 
with other concurrent contexts, (Liu - Col. 4, lines 15-18). 

8. Though Anderson clearly suggests modification of the combined context 
switching system of Anderson and Liu with additional features such as the simultaneous 
preload feature (Anderson - Col. 1 1 , lines 42-57), the combined teachings of Anderson 
and Liu do not expressly teach a system having a processor that sequentially executes 
current processes while said context control module simultaneously preloads 
isochronous context data needed for executing subsequent processes. 
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9. Krivacek discloses a context processing system having a processor that 
sequentially executes current processes while said context control module 
simultaneously preloads context data needed for executing subsequent processes, 
(Krivacek - Col. 8, lines 28-39 & Col. 9, lines 47-59), Further, as noted herein Liu clearly 
teaches isochronous process support for handling time sensitive isochronous 
information, (Liu - Col. 4, lines 56-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the context switching 
system of Anderson and Liu with the teachings of Krivacek to include having a 
processor that sequentially executes current processes while said context control 
module simultaneously preloads isochronous context data needed for executing 
subsequent processes in order to ensure continuous execution to a computer 
(Anderson - Col. 1, lines 16-21). Thus, Claims 1, 21, 43 & 44 are found to be 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

10. Regarding Claims 2 & 22, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said first 
concurrent context and said second concurrent context support isochronous processes 
for handling time sensitive isochronous information, (Liu - Col. 4, lines 56-67). Thus, 
Claims 2 & 22 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, 
Liu and Krivacek. 

1 1 . Regarding CLaims 3 & 23, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said concurrent 
context switching procedure occurs in one of a computer device, a set top box, an 
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electronic network device, and a consumer electronic device, (Liu - Col. 1 , lines 23-37 
& Col. 3, lines 56-62). Thus, Claims 3 & 23 are found to be unpatentable over the 
combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

12. Regarding Claims 4 & 24, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said system for 
performing said concurrent context switching procedure is pad of an electronic network 
that is implemented according to an IEEE 1394 serial bus standard, (Liu - CoL 5, lines 
1-8). Thus, Claims 4 & 24 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of 
Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

13. Regarding Claims 5 & 25, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein a control store 
(picokernel module) manages said context control module to perform said concurrent 
context switching procedure, (Liu - Figs. 4 & 5; Col. 6, lines 29-38). Thus, Claims 5 & 
25 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and 
Krivacek. 

14. Regarding Claims 6 & 26, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said first 
concurrent procedures include executing a first process in said first concurrent context 
while concurrently loading a second process into said second concurrent context, and 
wherein said second concurrent procedures include executing said second process in 
said second concurrent context while concurrently loading a third process into said first 
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concurrent context, (Anderson - Col. 5, lines 6-33). Thus, Claims 6 & 26 are found to 
be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

15. Regarding Claims 7 & 27, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said 
context control module alternately repeats additional first concurrent procedures and 
additional second concurrent procedures after executing said first process and said 
second process to sequentially support additional processes, (Anderson - Col. 1 , lines 
23-43). Thus, Claims 7 & 27 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings 
of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

16. Regarding Claims 8 & 28, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said main 
context includes a main register set, said first concurrent context includes a first 
concurrent register set, and said second concurrent context includes a second 
concurrent register set, (Liu - Figure 3 & Col. 4, lines 42-55). Thus, Claims 8 & 28 are 
found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

17. Regarding Claims 9 & 29, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said context 
control module, said main register set, said first concurrent register set, and said second 
concurrent register set are included in a central processing unit of an electronic device, 
(Liu - Figure 3; Col. 3, lines 56-62; & Col. 4, lines 42-55). Thus, Claims 9 & 29 are found 
to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 
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18. Regarding Claims 10 & 30, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein each of said 
main register set, said first concurrent register set, and said second concurrent register 
set includes a series of general purpose registers, a program counter register, and a 
status register, (Liu - Figs. 3, 5 & 6; Col. 4, lines 42-55). Thus, Claims 10 & 30 are 
found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

19. Regarding Claims 11 & 31 , the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein first information 
corresponding to a first process is preloaded into said first concurrent register set while 
said system execution tasks are being executed by using said main register set of said 
main context, (Liu - Col. 6, lines 30-39 & Col. 9, lines 14-35). Thus, Claims 1 1 & 31 are 
found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

20. Regarding Claims 12 & 32, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said context 
control module causes a context selector to switch to said first concurrent register set of 
said first concurrent context in response to an isochronous exception, said isochronous 
exception being triggered by an isochronous clock signal generated from a network 
interface to said context control module, (Liu - Col. 3, lines 30-47 & Col. 4, lines 56-67). 
Thus, Claims 12 & 32 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of 
Anderson, Liu and Krivacek, 

21. Regarding Claims 13 & 33, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said first 
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process is executed in said first concurrent context while said context control module 
concurrently causes a context DMA device to load second information corresponding to 
a second process into said second concurrent register set of said second concurrent 
context, (Liu - Col. 4, lines 42-55; Col. 6, lines 17-28; & Col. 7, lines 4-20). Thus, 
Claims 13 & 33 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, 
Liu and Krivacek. 

22. Regarding Claims 14 & 34, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said 
context control module causes said context selector to switch to said second concurrent 
register set of said second concurrent context when said first process has been 
executed, (Anderson - CoL 5, lines 6-32). Thus, Claims 14 & 34 are found to be 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

23. Regarding Claims 15 & 35, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said second 
process is executed in said second concurrent context while said context control 
module concurrently causes said context DMA device to load third information 
corresponding to a third process into said first concurrent register set of said first 
concurrent context, (Liu - Col. 4, lines 42-55; Col. 6, lines 17-28; & Col. 7 lines 4-20). 
Thus, Claims 15 & 35 are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of 
Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

24. Regarding Claims 16 & 36, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said 
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context control module cause: said context selector to switch to said first concurrent 
register set of said first concurrent context when said second process has been 
executed, (Anderson - Col. 5, lines 6-32 & Col. 7, lines 27-50). Thus, Claims 16 & 36 
are found to be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and 
Krivacek. 

25. Regarding Claims 17 & 37, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said third 
process is executed in said first concurrent context, (Anderson - CoL 5, lines 6-32 & 
Col. 7, lines 27-50). Thus, Claims 17 & 37 are found to be unpatentable over the 
combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

26. Regarding Claims 18 & 38, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said context 
control module causes said context selector to switch to said main register set of said 
main concurrent context when said third process has been executed, (Liu - Col. 6, lines 
30-39 & Col. 9, lines 14-35). Thus, Claims 18 & 38 are found to be unpatentable over 
the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

27. Regarding Claims 19 & 39, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Anderson further discloses a system wherein said 
context control module continues to perform said concurrent context switching 
procedure by alternating between said first concurrent context to support said first 
concurrent procedures and said second concurrent context to support said second 
concurrent procedures, to thereby sequentially support any additional processes. 
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(Anderson - Col. 5, lines 6-32 & Col. 7, lines 27-50). Thus, Claims 19 & 39 are found to 
be unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

28. Regarding Claims 20 & 40, the combined teaching of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
are relied upon as noted herein. Liu further discloses a system wherein said context 
control module loads nev\^ first information for said first process into said first concurrent 
register set, said central processing unit then returning from said isochronous exception 
to perform said system execution tasks until a new isochronous exception retriggers 
said concurrent context switching procedure, (Liu - Col. 3, lines 30-47 & Col. 4, lines 
56-67), Thus, Claims 20 & 40 are found to be unpatentable over the combined 
teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek. 

29. Claims 1, 21, 43 & 44 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Number 5,613,1 14 to Anderson in view of US Patent 
5,528,513 to Vaitzblit. 

30. Regarding Claims 1 , 21 , 43 & 44, Anderson discloses a system for performing a 
concurrent context switching procedure (Col. 1, lines 8-10), comprising: 

a main context configured to support system execution tasks, (Custom 
Context Switching Thread Management), (Figure 1); 

a first concurrent context (first thread - register 1 ) that supports first 

concurrent procedures, (Figure 1; Col. 1, lines 23-43 & Col. 2, lines 
22-37); 
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a second concurrent context (second thread - register 2) that supports 
second concurrent procedures (Figure 1, Col. 1, lines 23-43 & Col. 
2, lines 22-37). 

31 . Though Anderson clearly suggests a reason to modify the system for performing 
a concurrent context switching procedure with other features, (Anderson - Col. 1 1 , lines 
42-57), Anderson does not expressly teach a main context that is configured to support 
system execution tasks, a context control module that controls switching procedures 
between main context and other concurrent contexts, and a processor that sequentially 
executes current processes while said context control module simultaneously preloads 
isochronous context data needed for executing subsequent processes 

32. Vaitzblit discloses a context control module that controls switching procedures 
between said main context, said first concurrent context, and said second concurrent 
context, (Vaitzlit - Fig. 2; Col. 1, lines 7-67; Col. 2, lines 1-34; Col. 3, lines 15-67; Cols. 

4- 5; & Col. 6, lines 1-56); and a processor that sequentially executes current processes 
while said context control module simultaneously preloads isochronous context data 
needed for executing subsequent processes, (Vaitzblit - Fig. 2; Col. 1, lines 7-67; Col. 2, 
lines 1-34; Col. 3, lines 15-67; Cols. 4-5; & Col. 6, lines 1-56). It would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Anderson and Vaitzblit as noted within Vaitzblit, 
which teaches a switching technology scheduling mechanism, (Vaitzblit - Col. 1 , lines 

5- 17), and insertion of isochronous tasks into the ready queue upon arrival at the 
server, (Col. 4, lines 31-67), wherein preloading of the isochronous context data would 
obviously serve to accommodate traffic with diverse performance requirements. 
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(Vaitzblit - Col. 2, lines 1 0-1 5). Thus, Claims 1 , 21 , 43 & 44 are found to be 
unpatentable over the combined teachings of Anderson and Vaitzblit. 

Response to Arguments 

33. Applicant's arguments filed 10 August 2005, have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(c) 
because they do not clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the 
claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the 
objections made, 

34. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1 981 ); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1 091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1 986). Examiner notes that the combined teachings of Anderson, Liu and Krivacek 
clearly and obviously teach each and every claim element as noted herein above. 

35. Regarding Applicant's argument that "context data" is "program instructions", 
Examiner respectfully disagrees noting Applicant's specification wherein Applicant 
specifically defines a "context" to comprise "an execution environment that includes any 
resources that are required to support a given task or process", (Applicant spec. - p. 10, 
lines 13-17), and wherein program instructions are clearly a resource required to 
support a given task or process. 
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36. Regarding Applicant's argument that "nowhere in the entire Office Action (dated 
15 June 2005) does the Examiner relate the purported teachings of Krivacek to any 
specific claims", Examiner respectfully disagrees noting paragraphs 54 & 55, which are 
clearly part of the rejection of Claim 1 , (as noted within paragraph 47). Examiner notes 
that paragraph 46 inadvertently fails to mention the Krivacek; however, use of the 
Krivacek reference by name, (in paragraphs 54 & 55, as noted by Applicant), and 
mention of the same on the PTO-892 form clearty provided Applicant with notice of and 
reference to the same. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Arrienne M. Lezak whose telephone number is (571)- 
272-3916. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571 )-272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct, uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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